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Response to Comment R5-16
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-17
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-18
Under the Drain Habitat Conservation Strategy (DHCS), managed
marsh would be created in 3 phases and could take up to 15 years to
have in place. Creation of managed marsh addresses potential impacts
of IID's covered activities on covered species using drain habitat, not
effects to covered species at the Salton Sea. The primary potential
impact to covered species in the drains relate to IID's O&M activities
rather than effects attributable to water conservation (see Section 3.5 of
the HCP). To the extent that species have colonized and use drain
habitats, they have done so coincident with IID's O&M activities that
have been ongoing for nearly 100 years. Water conservation could
affect some species through changes in water quality and small
changes in plant species composition. Any such changes would occur
gradually over a period of about 20 years as the water conservation and
transfer program ramps up; this is about the same temporal scale over
which the managed marsh would be created.

The DHCS contained in the Draft HCP specified that the managed
marsh would be created and managed in the same manner as units for
Yuma clapper rails are managed on the state and federal wildlife
refuges. The DHCS has been revised such that Yuma clapper rails are
no longer the primary focus. As explained in the revised HCP, the first
phase of the creation of managed marsh habitat is likely to be similar to
units for Yuma clapper rails on the state and federal refuges because
this species is known to inhabit some of the drains and the units
managed for clapper rails on the refuges have been shown to
consistently attract and support clapper rails (See Appendix A of the
HCP for survey results). In designing the second and third phases of
the managed marsh habitat, results of surveys for covered species
using the drains will be available and IID and the HCP Implementation
Team (IT) will be able to make adjustments in the design of the
managed marsh as necessary to accommodate species found using
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Response to Comment R5-18 (continued)
the drains. Current information suggests very little, if any, use of the drains by California black rail. If surveys conducted under the HCP show greater use of the drains by California
black rails, this species specific habitat needs will be incorporated into the design and management of the managed marsh.

The HCP has been revised to include a more detailed monitoring and adaptive management program (see Attachment A of this Final EIR/EIS). For the DHCS, IID will monitor
vegetation and species use of the managed marsh. The HCP IT will annually review the monitoring data and will have the discretion to make adjustments in management of the
managed marsh to improve habitat for the covered species. Thus, if a particular species is not found to be using the managed marsh and there is reason to believe that management
changes will attract the species, the HCP IT can recommend adjustments and IID will implement them. Additional discussion of the monitoring and adaptive management program for
the DHCS is provided in Chapter 4.3 of the HCP.

Also see Master Response on Biology Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy.
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Response to Comment R5-19
The Draft EIR/EIS evaluates the impacts of the Proposed Project in
accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements. Short-term impacts
typically relate to construction. Short-term impacts potentially resulting
from construction are evaluated under Impacts BR-14,  -15, -16, -18, -
25, -30, and -31. The mitigation measures of the HCP account for the
temporal aspects of mitigation habitats becoming fully functional. For
example, see the response given for Comment R5-18.

Response to Comment R5-20
While there are several references to both Mono Lake and the Great
Salt Lake in the discussion of potential impacts to biological resources
in the Salton Sea, these two lakes are not used as models to assess
the magnitude and intensity of impacts. The magnitude and intensity of
impacts to the biological resources of the Salton Sea are analyzed with
respect to the current level of salinity using predicted changes in the
species composition at the Sea based on the salinity tolerances of the
current species mix and predicted changes in salinity. It is true that
Mono Lake and the Great Salt Lake are different from the Salton Sea in
their evolutionary history, species composition, and complexity, but the
endpoint of highly saline lakes such as these is remarkably similar as
only a limited number of organisms can tolerate extremely high
salinities. They are presented as examples of what the fauna of the Sea
would potentially look like when salinity of the Sea increases to a point
nearly double the current level and most, if not all, fish production has
ceased.

Response to Comment R5-21
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology Approach to Salton
Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
With implementation of this approach, the final elevation at the end of
the Project term is expected to be about -240 ft msl. The impacts to
aesthetics of this elevation were reasonably represented on the visual
simulations in the Draft EIR/EIS shown for Alternative 4. (For
Alternative 4 the projected elevation was approximately -241 ft msl,  so
the Sea would be expected to be slightly larger than shown on those
simulations.)
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Response to Comment R5-22
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-23
Refer to responses to comments R5-120, 121, and 123. No mitigation measures have been proposed.

Response to Comment R5-24
Section 5.6.2, Irreversible Commitments of Resources, in the Draft EIR/EIS recognizes that the primary area that would experience the most likely irreversible change is the Salton Sea
and the lands adjacent to the Sea. With implementation of the water conservation and transfer component of the Proposed Project and/or alternatives, the surface elevation of the Sea
would decrease and salinity would increase more rapidly than under the No Project Alternative after 2030. Such environmental effects would adversely affect the environmental
resources associated with the Salton Sea irreversibly. For additional information on the relationship between the Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project, refer to the
Master Response of that same title. The comment makes the unsupported assertion that the Proposed Project would cause the Salton Sea to deteriorate so rapidly and severely that
the restoration project would become infeasible. This ignores the fact that the recent Restoration Planning Update reports that under the current salinity trend (without projects), fishing
collapse will begin as early as 2015. It also plans to assume that the entire maximum amount of transfer of 300 KAFY will begin immediately. In fact, the transfer quantitatively ramp up.
Refer to Section 2.2.4.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS for a detailed explanation.
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Response to Comment R5-25
See response to Comment R5-6.

Response to Comment R5-26
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-27
Without a specific reference to a part of the Draft EIR/EIS, this
comment is too general to respond to. Comment noted.

Response to Comment R5-28
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment R5-29
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-30
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology  Approach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy.

Response to Comment R5-31
The socioeconomic impacts of fallowing are described in Section 3.14
of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-32
The suggested changes have been made and are reflected in Section
4.2, Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-33
Section 1.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS recognizes that the region of influence
within each subregion could vary depending on the environmental
resource being considered. If the geographic subregion for a particular
environmental resource area differs from that shown in Figure 1-1, the
modified subregions and the rationale for the modification are described
in the environmental setting section for the specific environmental
resource area or in the HCP.

Response to Comment R5-34
The HCP covers the effects of Project-induced changes at the Salton
Sea on covered species. These include the potential impacts of
accelerated decline in water surface elevation and increases in salinity.
These impacts could extend to adjacent vegetation above the existing
shoreline. Therefore, the area covered by the HCP includes the entire
shoreline and adjacent vegetation supported by the current elevation of
the Sea.
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Response to Comment R5-35
The comment refers to the Executive Summary. It is not appropriate for the summary to include the full level of detail as the rest of the EIR/EIS. The classification and description of
habitats of the Project Area in the EIR/EIS are sufficient to support the impact analysis.

Response to Comment R5-36
Comment noted.

Response to Comment R5-37
Table ES-1, "Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures," of the Draft EIR/EIS has been revised. This change is indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in the Executive Summary
subsection under Section 4.2, Text Revisions. In addition, the comment is incorrect regarding Impacts BR-46 and BR-51 in Chapter 3. Impact BR-46 is considered a significant, but
avoidable, impact of the water conservation and transfer component of the Proposed Project. Implementation of the HCP component of the Proposed Project would reduce this impact
to less than significant. Impact BR-51 is a potentially significant impact of the water conservation and transfer component of the Proposed Project. However, implementation of the HCP
component of the Proposed Project would reduce this impact to less than significant.
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Response to Comment R5-38
Based on discussions with and input from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game, the HCP has
been revised (see Attachment A of this Final EIR/EIS) to include a more
detailed strategy and timeline for the Other Covered Species
Conservation Strategy.

Response to Comment R5-39
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology Approach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy.

Response to Comment R5-40
IID maintains that the right to use water for agricultural purposes
includes the right to mitigate the environmental impacts of those
agricultural uses. Water Code Section 1011 states that the conservation
of water normally used for agricultural purposes pursuant to Section
1011 is an agricultural use.

Response to Comment R5-41
Approach 1, which included stocking tilapia in the Salton Sea and
constructed ponds, has been eliminated from consideration. See
Master Response for Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-42
Approach 1, which included stocking tilapia in the Salton Sea and
constructed ponds, has been eliminated from consideration. See
Master Response for Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-43
Approach 1, which included stocking tilapia in the Salton Sea and
constructed ponds, has been eliminated from consideration. See
Master Response for Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment R5-44
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology  Approach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy.

Response to Comment R5-45
Under the Salton Sea Conservation Strategy, the accelerated exposure
of nesting/roosting sites attributable to water conservation and transfer
would be avoided. Thus, construction of nesting islands is no longer
necessary to mitigate impacts to covered species, and this measure
contained in the Draft HCP is not included in the revised HCP. See the
Master Response for Biology—Approach to the Salton Sea
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-46
Since the development of the approach described in the HCP and Draft
EIR/EIS, additional discussions with USFWS and CDFG have led to
modifications of the approach. See the Master Response on Biology—
Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-47
The discussion in this section is directed at describing the regulatory
framework that establishes specific water quality and water quantity
standards that apply to the existing setting, Proposed Project, and
Project Alternatives.

The water quality impacts of project implementation are determined by
examining how loadings and concentrations of water quality

constituents projected under the Baseline differ from those predicted
under the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives. To date, the

TMDLs approved by the State Board include the Alamo River
Sediment/Siltation and the New River Pathogen TMDLs. Proposed

TMDLs include one to control Sediment/Siltation in the New River and
one to control nutrient loadings to the Salton Sea. Because pathogens
are not considered a constituent of concern in IID drainage water, they
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